
ll. ESTABliSHMENT OF LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY DATABASE
SYSTEM

Long-tenn number portability must be provided by means of a national system
of regional databases that are managed by an independent third-party local
number portability administrator(s) (LNPA(s)) selected by the North American
Numbering Council (NANC).

The NANC must select the LNPA(s) within seven months after the initial
meeting of the NANC.

The Chief. Common Carrier Bureau, will issue a Public Notice identifYing the
administrator selected by the NANC and the proposed locations of the regional
databases.

Any state that prefers to develop its own statewide database rather than
participate in the regionally-deployed database may opt out of the national plan
by notifying the Common Carrier Bmeau within 60 days from the release date
of the Public Notice.
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lli. DETERMINATIONS 1HE NANC MUST MAKE:

(1) What neutral third-party or parties will be the local number portability
administrator(s)

(2) Whether one or multiple LNPA(s) should be selected

(3) How the LNPA(s) should be selected

(4) The specific duties of the LNPA(s)

(5) The geographic coverage of the regional databases

(6) The technical interoperability operational standards (including the user interface
between telecommunications carriers and the LNPA(s))

(7) The network interface standards between the regional databases and the
"downstream." carrier-owned, databases

(8) The network interface standards between the regional databases and any state­
specific databases

(9) The technical specifications for the regional databases (~, whether it should
consist of SMS or SMS/SCP pair)

(10) Guidelines and standards by which the North American Numbering Plan
Administrator and the LNPA(s) share numbering infonnation
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IV. FCC DETERMINATIONS ON LNP DATABASE ISSUES

A. Access to LNP Databases and Infonnation Contained Therein

'It All telecommunications carriers should have open access to all regional
databases

Information contained in the LNP databases should be limited to information
necessary to route telephone calls

... Proprietary customer infonnation or other information (~ E911)
should not be included

Carriers~ own and operate their own "downstream" databases in
which they can mix infonnation

B. Timing to Deploy LNP Databases and Appropriate Architecture

'It Industry is in best position to detennine most appropriate architecture for
database deployment. Industry will work in conjunction with NANC to
detennine architecture

C. Call Processing Scenarios (Where and When to do the "Dip")

12' FCC has pennitted carriers to determine where in their networks it is most
efficient to query the LNP database

Tenninating carrier may JlQt perfonn database query unless all affected carriers
agree or it is the only carrier that is capable of performing query
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V. ROLE OF FCC IN OVERSEEING DEPLOYMENT AND OPERATION OF
DATABASES

Work in conjunction with NANC and industry to oversee deployment and
testing

Hold implementation meetings to bring all carriers together to discuss
deployment issues

Enforce implementation and operation through fonnal complaint processes
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NEWS
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET, N.W.
WASHINGTON, DC 20554

Report No. DC 96-60 ACTION IN DOCKET CASE June 27. 1996

COMMISSION ADOPTS RULES ON TELEPHONE NUMBER PORTABILITY
(CC DOCKET 95-116)

The Commission today took an important step toward bringing competition to local
telecommunications markets by adopting rules that will permit both residential and business
consumers to retain their telephone numbers when switching from one local service provider
to another. The rules adopted today governing number portability will remove a significant
impediment to the development of vigorous competition in the local exchange markets.

The rules adopted today implement provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996
more than one month prior to the statutory deadline. In fact, the action taken today represents
the culmination of a rulemaking process that Commission began last July -- seven months
before enactment of the new law. Adoption of these rules completes the first portion of the
Commission's implementation of Section 251 of the new law -- the portion that governs local
competition. The Commission must issue the balance of the rules under Section 251 by
August 8.

The provision of number portability is one of the obligations the 1996 Act imposes on
all local exchange carriers (LECs) in order to promote a pro-competitive, deregulatory
national telecommunications policy framework. Congress recognized that number portability
will lower barriers to entry and promote competition in the local exchange marketplace by
enabling customers to switch to a new local service provider without having to change their
telephone numbers. Once number portability is implemented, consumers will be able to select
a local telephone company based on service, quality. and price, rather than on a desire to keep
a particular telephone number.

In today's action, the Commission ordered all LEes to begin the phased deployment of
a long-term service provider portability method in the 100 largest Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs) no later than October 1, 1997, and to complete deployment in those MSAs by
December 31, 1998. Number portability must be provided in these areas by all LEes to all
requesting telecommunications carriers, including commercial mobile radio services (CMRS)
providers. After December 31, 1998, each LEe must make number portability available
within six months after receiving a specific request by another telecommunications carrier in
areas outside the 100 largest areas MSAs in which the requesting carrier is operating or plans
to operate.



Rather than mandating a particular technology for the provision of long-term number
portability, the Commission assumed a flexible, technology-neutral approach by establishing
performance criteria that any long-term portability method selected by a LEC must meet. The
Commission determined that it is unnecessary to mandate a particular technology because
there: is sufficient momentum in the industry toward the deployment of compatible methods
nationwide. In addition, the Commission found that there was insufficient information on the
record to select one of the proposed long-term methods. and that referring the issue to an
industry body for a recommendation would likely delay implementation of number portability
that is already under way in several states. The Commission also noted that dictating a
particular method of number portability might stifle innovation by foreclosing the ability of
carriers to improve on methods already being deployed or to implement compatible hybrid
methods.

Pursuant to the requirements of the 1996 Act, the performance criteria adopted by the
Commission require that any long-term number portability method: (I) support existing
network services, features and capabilities; (2) efficiently use numbering resources; (3) not
require end users to change their telecommunications numbers; (4) not require
telecommunications carriers to rely on databases. other network facilities, or services provided
by other telecommunications carriers in order to route calls to the proper termination point;
(5) not result in unreasonable degradation in service quality or network reliability when
implemented; (6) not result in any degradation of service quality or network reliability when
customers switch carriers: (7) not result in any carrier having a proprietary interest; (8) be
able: to accommodate location and service portability in the future; and (9) have no significant
adverse impact outside the areas where portability is deployed,

The Commission did not decide in this proceeding whether CMRS providers must
provide number portability as LECs under the 1996 Act because this issue is being considered
in the on-going proceeding on interconnection issues, Instead. the Commission will require
cellular, broadband PCS. and certain "covered" Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) providers to
provide long-term service provider portability under the FCC s independent authority in the
Communications Act of 1934. All cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR carriers must
have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers anywhere in the
country by December 31, 1998, and to offer service provider portability. including the ability
to support roaming throughout their networks, by June 30, 1999

The Commission concluded that until long-term service portability is available, all
LECs must provide currently available number portability measures, such as Remote Call
Forwarding and Direct Inward Dialing, as soon as reasonably possible after a specific request
from another carrier. It determined, however, that CMRS providers need not provide such
measures due to technical considerations specific to that industry,

The Commission enunciated principles that, consistent with the new law, ensure that
the costs of currently available measures are borne by all telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neutral basis, and concluded that states may employ various cost recovery
mechanisms, so long as they are consistent with these principles.



The Commission declined at this time to require provision of either service or location
portability.

The Commission determined that the new law requires LECs to provide number
portability for 500 and 900 numbers, but directed the Industry Numbering Committee (INC)
to address the technical feasibility of LECs providing 500 and 900 portability. The INC is to
report its findings to the Commission within twelve months of the effective date of the Order.

Finally, the Commission adopted a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding
cost recovery for long-term number portability.

Action by the Commission June 27, 1996, by Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking (FCC 96-286). Chairman Hundt Commissioners Quello, Ness, and
Chong.

- FCC -

News Media contact: Mindy J. Ginsburg at (202) 418-1500.
Common Carrier Bureau contact: Jason R. Karp at (202) 418-1517
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. We initiated this proceeding on July 13. 1995. when we adopted a Notice
of Proposed Rulemaking seeking comment on a wide variety of policy and technical
issues related to telephone number ponability. I Since our adoption of the Nonce, the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 became law.: Section 251. added by the 1996 Act.
requires ail local exchange carriers (LEes), both iJEumberml and new emmm:s. to offer
number portability in accordance with requiremems prescribed by tbc Commission. J On
March 14. 1996. the Common Carrier Bureau released a Public Notice seeking comment
on how the passage of the 1996 Act may have affected the issues raised in the Notice. ~

Telephone Number Ponabilirv. CC Docket No. 95-116. 10 FCC Red 12350 (1995) (Notice). A list of
panies filing comments aDd reply comments in response to the Notice is attached below as Appendix A.

Telecommunications Act of 1996. Pub. L. No. 104-104. 110 Stat. 56 (1996) (1996 Act).

47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).

Further Comments: Telephone Number Ponability, Public Notice. CC Docket No. 95·116. DA 96­
358, 61 Fed. Reg. 11.174 (1996) (Public Notice). A list of panies filing comments and reply comments in
response to lhe Public Notice is included in Appendix A. below

.'"l..



Cormnems in response to the- Pabtic-Notice were'received on March 29. 1996. and reply
comments were filed on April 5. 1996. In addition. effons to implement number
ponability at the state level have progressed since adoption of the Notice.

2. The TelecommuDications Act of 1996 establishes "a pro-competitive. de-
regulatory D8IioDal policy ftamewom- that is imeDded to "promote competition and
reduce regulation . . . to secure lower prices and higher quality services for American
telecommllnicalioDs consUDen aDd encourage the rapid deploymelll of new
telecommunications rectmologies. ItS 1be sramre impose! obligations aDd responsibilities
on telecomrmmicatiollS carJ:'iers-. pan:iculariy inClImbeDt local exchange carriers. that are
designed to open IIlODDpOly tdecommunicatioDs IIUII'keIs to competitive emry and to
promote competition in ma.riteIs that already are open to new competitors. () In panicular,
section 251(b) imposes specific obligations on all local excbange carriers to open their
networks to competitors. The Act envisions that removing legal and regulatory barriers
[0 entry and reducing economic impediments to entry will enable competitors to enter
marlcets freely, eocourage technological development. and ensure that a ftrm' s prowess in
satisfying CODSUlllel" demand. will dctetmiue its success or failu.re- in the marlcerplace. In
implementing the statUre. the Commission bas the responsibility to adopt the rules that
will implement most quickly and effectively the national telecommunications policy
embodied in the 1996 Act. Number portability is one of the obligations that Congress
imposed on all local exchange carriers. both incumbents and new entrants. in order to
promote the pro-competitive. deregulatory markets it envisioned. Congress has
recognized that number portability will lower barriers to entry and promote competition
in the local exchange marketplace. In its repon. the Senate Committee on Commerce.
Science. and Transportation coocluded that the "minimum requirements [for
interconnection set fonh in new section 251(b). including number portability,] are
necessary for opening the local exchange market to competition. "7 Likewise. the House
of Representatives Committee on Commerce determined that "the ability to change

5. Cont. Rep. No. 230. l04th Cong.• 2d Sess. 1 (1996),

6 According to Sawor~Lany Prasier. "[t)be more open access takes hold. me less other government
IDtervention is needed to proteCt competition. Open access is me pnnciple establishing a fair method to move
local phone monopolies and the oligopolistic long distance industry into full competition with one another.· 141
Congo Rec. 57889 (daily ed. June 7. 1995) (swement of Sen. Pressler). Senator Ernest F. Hollings !las said.
"[cjompetition is me best regulalor of the marketplace. But UDtil that competition exists. until me markets are
opened. monopoly-provided services must not be able to exploit the monopoly power to the consumers'
disadvantage. Competitors are ready and willing to enter the new markets as soon as they are opened.· ld. at

57984 (statement of Sen. Hollings),

Senate Comm. on Commerce. Science, and Transponation Repon on S, 652 at 19-20 (Mar. 30. 1995)
(Senate Repon) ,
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service providers is only meaningful if a cu.stoJD:r can retain his or her local telephone
number. "8

3. In this Order. we promulgate rules and regulations implementing this
congressional directive. Although we decliDe to cboose a particuJar t.eclmology for
providing number portability, we establish in tbis First Report aDd Order perf01l1i1nc::e
criteria cbal any long-term number portability metbod selecb:d by a LEe must meet.
Pursuant to me statutory requiIement in section 2S1 to provide number portability, we
require all LEes to begin to imp1emeDl a long-term service provider portability solution
that meets our perfOfllUlJlCe criteria in the 100 largest Meaopuliran Statistical Areas
(MSAs) no lab:r than Ocrober 1. 1997, aDd to comp~ deployment in those MSAs by
December 31, 1998. in accordaDce with a p.based scbedule set form below. Number
ponability mUlt be provided in these areas by all LECs to an telecommunications
carriers, including commercial mobile radio services (CMRS) providers.

4. The statute explicitly excludes CMRS providers from dJe definition of local
exchange carriers, aDd therefore from dJe section 2S l(b) obligations to provide number
portability. unless the Commission concludes tlJat tbey sbouid be included in the
definition of local exchange carrier. 9 Our recem Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on
interconnection issues raised by the 1996 Act sought comment generally on whether, and
[0 what extem, CMRS providers should be classified as LEes. 1O Because we conclude
that we have independem authority under sections 1. 2. 4(i), and 332 of the
Communications Act of 1934. as amended,lt to require cellular providers. broadband
personal communications services (PeS), and covered Sp~.;:;ialized Mobile Radio (SMR)
providers12 to provide long-lerm service provider portability, we need not decide here
whether CMRS providers must provide number portability as local exchange carriers
under section 2S1(b). We require all cellular, broadband PCS, and covered SMR
providers to have the capability of delivering calls from their networks to ported numbers
anywhere in the country by December 3L 1998. and to offer service proVider ponability,
including the ability to suppon roaming, throughout their networks by June 30. 1999.

5. We conclUde that a system of regional databases that are managed by an
independent administrator will serve the pUblic interest. We direct the North American

House of Rep. Comm. on COIDIDCIt:e Repon on H.R. 1555 at 72 (July 24. 1995) (House Repon).

See 47 U.S.C. § 153(26).

10 Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Notice of
Proposed RuJemaking, CC Docket No. 96-98, FCC 96-182. 1 195 (reI. Apr. 19. 1996) (Interconnection
NPRM).

II

12

47 U.S.c. §§ 151, 152, 154, 332.

For an explanation of ·covered SMR providers.· see infra note 449.
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Numbering COUIICil (NANC) to'.1JIOVidt iDitiai- oversigbt of this regional darabase system.
We direct the NANC to determiDe the number and location of tberegionai databases and
to select ODe or more adm.inistrarors responsible for deploying the database system. Any
state that prefers to develop its own swewide database rather than panicipate in a
regionally-deployed. database. however. may opt out of its designated regional database
and implement a stare-specific daIBbne. We will retain authority to override a state's
decision to develop a statewide database if an affected carrier can demonstrate that the
state's proposal would significandy delay deployment of a tong-term method or impose
unreasonable costs on affected carriers.

6. UDtillong-term service provider p<>nability is available~ we require LECs
to provide curremly available TDlrnber ponability measures, such as Remote Call
Forwarding (ReF) and Direct Inward Dialing (DID), upon specific request from another
carrier. We conclude, however, that commercial mobile radio service providers need not
proVide such measures due to rechnical considerations specific to the CMRS industry.
We emmciate priDciples that ensure- tbat the COSIS of currently available measures are
borne by all relecommllDicaooDS carriers OIlIa COIiIIfJletitively neutral basis. and we
conclude that staleS may utilize various cost recovery mechanisms. so long as they are
consistent with these staWtory requiaeueilrs. We decline at this rime to require the
provision of either service or location portability. We conclude that, while the stawte
requires LECs to implement 500 and 900 number portability, there is insufficient record
evidence to determine whether LEC provision of portability for 500 and 900 numbers is
technically feasible. As a result, we refer the issue to the Industry Numbering
Committee (INC), which must report its findings to the Commission within 12 months of
the effective date of this Order. Finally, we adopt a Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking regarding cost recovery for long-term number portability.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Telecommunications Act of 1996

7. New section 251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as added by
the 1996 Act, directs each local excbaDge carrier "to provide. to the extenl technically
feasible, munber portability in accordance with requirements prescribed by the
Commission. "13 The 1996 Act defines the term "local exchange carrier" as:

any person that is engaged in the provision of telephone exchange service
or exchange access. Such term does not include a [commercial mobile
service provider.] as defined under section 332(c). except to the extent that

13 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2),
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the- Co".-m finds tbat such provider sboaid be included in the
definitioB of such term. 14

The 1996 Act d.efiDa "IDJJDber ponability" as "the ability of users of telecommunicatious
services to n:raiD. at tbe same location, existing rdecoiiilipnicatioDS numbers without
impairmeut of quality. reliability. or CODVeDiem:e wben swiu:hing from one
telecommunications carrier to another. "IS

8. The 1996 Act defines the term "telecommunications carrier" as "any
provider of telecommunications services. except that such term does not include
aggregar.ors of tdecollllDUJlications services (as defioed in section 226). "16 The term
"tetecommunicatioDs service" is defined by the 1996 Act as "tile offering of
telecommunications for a fee directly to the public. or to such classes of users as to be
effectively available directly to the public. regardless of the facilities used. "17 Because
the 1996 Act's defmition of number ponability requires LECs to provide number
portability when CUSlOmers switch from any tetecommunicalion carrier to any other. 18 tbe
SWUlOry obligalion of LEes to- provide i1iIIiIber portability nms to other
telecornrnunications carriers. Becau!e CMRS fall. within tile stannory defInition of
telecommunications service. CMRS carriers are telecommunications carriers under the
1996 Act. As a result, LECs are obligated under the statute to provide number
ponability to customers seeking to switch to CMRS carriers.

9. In addition to the duties imposed by section 251(b) on all LECs. section
251(c)(l) imposes upon incumbent LECs, inter alia, the "duty to negotiate in good
faith .. the terms and conditions of agreements to fulfill- the section 251(b) obligations.
including the duty to provide number portability. 19 An incumbent LEe is dermed as a
carrier that was providing exchange access service in a particular area on February 8.
1996. and was a member of the National Exchange Carner Association (NECA) pursuant

See 47 U.S.c. § 153(26).

5 See 47 U.S.C. § 153(30). In our Notice, we defined three rypes of number ponability: 11) service
provider - the ability to main oue's number when changing service providers; (2) service -the ability to n:wn
one's number when chaDging services; and (3) location - the ability to retain one's number when changing
pbysical locations. Notice, 10 FCC Red at 123SS-S6.

Ib See 47 U.S.C. § 153(44).

17 See 47 U.S.C. § 153(46). The term "telecommunicalious" means "the transmission. between or among
points specified by the user. of information of the user's choosing, without change in the form or content of the
information as sent and received." 47 U.S.C. § 153(43).

18

19

See 47 U.S.c. § 153(30).

See 47 U.S.C. § 25l(c)(l).
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[0 section 69.601(b}· of. tbe-Commission's reguJatioIB~2D The-1996·Aet Creates an
exemption from.. die obIigarioJlS.,of sectioJr251(c) for runJ tdepJloDe' COIIIp8Dia~21 aDd
allows LECs with. fewer than two perceIIl of. the DIIion's subscriber lines to petition a
stare commission for suspension or modification of the application of sections 251(b) and
(c) . .:2

10. Section 251 (e)( 1) reinforces the Commission's authority over matters
relating to the administration of numbering resources by giving the Commission exclusive
jurisdiction over those portions of the North American Numbering Plan (NANP) that
pertain co the Unital Stares. 23 This subsection also requires the Commission to "create or
designate one or mo~ impartial entities to admjnjsler telecommunications numbering and
[0 make such DIIIDbers available on an equitable basis. "24 Moreover, section 251(e)(2)
provides that the cost of "number portability shall be borne by all telecommunications
carriers on a competitively neuual basis as detennined by the Commission. "25

11. Filially, new section 271(c)(2)(B) establisbcs a "competitive checklist" of
requirements tbat the Bell Operating Companies (BQCs) must meet to proVide in-region
imerLATA services.~ ODe of ~requUaiIeftU.thIII tile· BOCs must satisfy is the
provision of "imerim number portability througbranote call forwarding, direct inward

:0 47 U.S.C. § 251(h)(l); 47 C.F.R. § 69.601(b).

:1 .~"rural telephone company" is a LEC thai "(A) proVides common carrier service to any local
exchange carner study area that does not include either - (i) any incorporated place of 10.000 inhabitants or
more. or any pan thereof. based on me most recentJy available populanon swistics of me Bureau of the Census:
or (ii) any territory. incorporated or unincorporated. inciuded in an urbanized area, as defmed by me Bureau of
the Census as of August 10. 1993: (B) provides telephone excbange service. inciuding exchange access. to
fewer than 50.000 access lines: (0 provides telephone exchange service to any toea! exchange carner study
area With fewer tban 100.000 access lines: or (D) has less tban 15 percent of its access lines ID commumties of
more than 50.000 on (February 8. 19961." See 47 U.S.c. § 153(7)

See 47 U.S.C. § 25l(f)(IH2).

:3 See 47 U.S.C. § 251(e)(1). Section 25l(e)(l) further StaleS that me provision does not preclude the
Commission from delegaling Jurisdiction [0 the swes or other emities. [d. Under me 1996 Act. me term
"United StaleS." Waaoa the several Swes aad Territories. lbe District of Columbia. and the possessionS of the
United Stales, but does not include the Canal Zone.' See 47 U.S.C. § 153(50).

47 U.S.C. § 251(e)(l).

:5 See 47 U.S.C. § 25 He)(2).

:6 See 47 U.S.C. § 271(c)(2)(B). 'InterLATA service" means telecommunications between a point
located in a local accas and transpon area (LATA) and a point located outside such area. 47 U.S.C.
§ 153(21). The term "in-region" means an area in which a BOC or any of its affiliates was authorized to
provide wireline telephone exchange service pursuant to me reorganization plan approved under me AT&T
Consent Decree, as in effect on me day before the date of enactment of me 1996 Act. 47 U.S.c. § 27l(i)(1).
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dialing t:r'IJJID; orOlber comparable ammgemculS, -with- as little impairment of
functioning, quality, rdiability, ami convenience as- poMible" UDIil- the Commission issues
regulations pnnnlD' to section 151 to implemcDt tile swme's mqnbc:r portability
requiremems. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(xi) directs the BOCs to comply fully with the
regulations implemented by the Commission. 21

B. PropoIed NIiIDbe!' Portability Methods

12. Because most telephone numbers within the NANP are associated with a
particular switch operaral by a particular service provider. they currently cannot be
mmsferred 0UISide tile service an:a of a particuJar switch or between switches operated by
differem service providers witbout teehnica1 changes to the switch. or netWork. 2M Several
methods exist, or are being developed. to provide telephone number portability. These
methods generally consist of two types: database and non-database methods. 29

1. o.tpbase methods

13. Several industry participams have proposed. medlods for providing service
provider portability that use databases comaining the customer routing infonnation
necessary to route telephone calls to the proper terminating locations. All these methods
depend on Intelligent Network (IN) or Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) capabilities.:;o
Before the release of our Notice, AT&T proposed a Location Routing Number (LRN)
method to the Industry Numbenng Committee (INC), an industry body that provides an
open forum [0 address and resolve industry-wide issues associated with the non-policy­
related planning, administration. allocation. assignment. and use of numbering resources
within the NANP area. Since it proposed LRN to the INC. AT&T has continued to
develop and refIne this method. 31 Essentially, LRN assigns a unique 1Q-digit telephone

See 47 U.S.c. § 271(c)(2)(B)(Xl).

:! Under the NANP. letepboDc numben CODSia of len digits 1D the form NPA-NXX-XXXX. WDere N
may be any number from 2 to 9 and X may be any number from 0 to 9_ Numbering plan areas (or NPAsI are
laK>wn commoniy as area codes. The second three digits of a telephone number are known as the NXX code.
TypIcally, the NXX code idemifies die c:emraJ office switch to whicb the telephone DUJDber had been assigDed
or central office code (CO). Adm;n;"'J'im of die Nonb Ammcan NumberinC Plan. Repon and Order. 11
FCC Red 2588. 2593-94 (1995) <Numhp'ing Plan Order).

For a more detailed description of these methods. see infra app. E.

30 See generally lntelligent Networks. Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 8 FCC Red 6813 (1993). IN
refers to a general call processing architecture in which a centralized database performs some aspect of call
setup. Databases supporting IN services are built to support a specific caB processing application. AIN
describes a specific model of IN developed by Bellcore in which lhe database is a general purpose platform
capable of supporting multiple call processing services.

JI See Notice, 10 FCC Red al 12364. See also AT&T Comments at 18-23.
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number to eadr swildJ in-a defiDed gco81apbic area. The· location routing number serves
as a network addIrss. Carriers routing. teiepboDe calls to custoIIIerS that have transferred
their te!ephoD: IJUJDbers from ODe carrier to amtber perform a daIabase query to obtain
the location routing IDlIDber that corresponds to the dialed telephone number. The
database query is performed- for all calls to swildles from which at least one number has
been porred.32 Tbe canier then would route me call to me new carrier based on the
location routiDg IJUDJber.))

14. MCI~ DSC Communications. Nortel. Tandem Computers. and Siemens
Stromberg-Carlson have developed a method referred to as the Carrier Portability Code
(CPC) metbod. 34 This method operates in a similar manner to LRN. UDder CPC.
however. the darabate associates me dialed telephone IDJIIIber with a 3-digit carrier
ponability code identifying the particular carrier to whom the dialed number has been
transferred, rather than a particular switch. As described below. many of the parties in
this proceeding and staff of some state commissions consider the CPC method to be an
interim database solution.)5

15. SttaDlS Computer- and US InreJco have deYdoped another database method
commonly referred to as Local Area Number Portability (LANP). J6 This method uses
cwo "domains" of 1D-digit numbers to route telephone calls to customers that have
transferred their numbers to new carriers or new geograpbic locations. Specifically,
LANP assigns a ten-digit customer number address (CNA) to each end user~ this is the
number that callers would dial to place telephone calls to the particular end user. It also
assigns each customer a lQ-digit network node address (NNA) that identifies where in the
telephone network to reach the particular end user. Both the CNA and the NNA are
stored in routing databases so that carriers can determine from the dialed telephone
number where in the network to reach the called pany.

32 We use me term ·ported" in this COnteX110 meaD the transfer of a telephone number from one carrier's
swuch to another carrier's switch. which enables a customer to retain his or her number when transfemng from
one camer to another.

33 GTE and Pacific Bell refer to LRN as an addressing sdJeme which assip a routing number thaI
uniquely identifies a ported number in netWork routmg darabases. See GTE Funher Reply Comments at 6:
Pacific Bell Further C(lIIII!III'!IIIS al 3. Otbcr parties refer to LRN as the addrasing scheme and triggering
mechanism which detenDiDcs UDder wtw circumstances a database query should be executed. See AT&.T
Comments at 18-19; MCI Comments at 1S-l6.

See Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12363-64. See also MCl Comments at 10-15.

JS

36

See infra 1 23. app. E.

See Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12364-65. See also US lntelco Comments at 1-2. 6.
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37

16. GTE baa. ptoposed bod! on die- =:oni in tbis proceeding and before the
INC what it refers to as me Noo-GeotPapnic Nu." (NGNi) iDIEldMed 37 Wbi1e tbis
method uses a daabase. it operates in a fuMlIN:icaUy diffeJ:em OIIoncr from CPC, LRN.
and LANP. The NON method would provide service provider aDd location ponability to
eDd users by assigning tban non-geopaphic taept.mc TBJIDbcrs. such as an INPA
(i.merchangeable I'IIIDheriDg plan Dea) code tbat bas been aaigrd for non-geograpbic
numbers. 38 Telepbooe calls to such end users would be routed in much the same way as
toll free calls are today, by perfonniDg a daabase query to determiDe the geographic
telephone IDJIDber com:spoDdiDg to die dialed non-geogulpbic telephone number. and
routing the call to the appropriate geogDpbic DIIIDber.

17. Pacific Bell bas proposed a triggeriDg mechanism which operates in
conjunction with the same addressing scheme utilized in AT&T's LRN method. This
mechanism, called Query on Release (QOR) or Look Ahead, determines under what
circumstances a daraba....se query is performed.39 Under QOR, the signalling used to set up
a telephone call is routed to the end office switch to which me dialed telephone number
was originally assigned (the release switch), 1b according to the NPA-NXX of the

7~
~ tile dialaI ..-.... - rramfened to--carrier's switcb. tile

re o~· the call pam queries the database to obtain the routing information.
.4 eca~n completed to the new carrier's switch.

18. Another number portability method triggering mechanism that is similar to
QOR is Release-~Pivot (RTP).40 RTP differs from QOR in that when a number has
been ported from the release switch, the release switch - rather than the previous switch
in the call path - returns the address information necessary for routing the call. The
infonnation regarding where to route the telephone call. if the number has been
transferred. may be contained either in the release switch or an external database.

2. Non-database methods

19. In our Notice, we discussed two currently available methods of providing
service proVider ponability that do not use databases: Remote Call Forwarding and
Flexible Direct Inward DiaJing.~' These methods are commonly referred to as "interim

See~, 10 FCC lied aI 12365. See also GTE COlllllleDts aI 14-18.

31 See IDdustry Numbering Committee, NlIgpr Ponability (Proposed Filial Draft) aI 104. filed June 19.
1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116 (INC Repon). An INPA. also mown as an interehaugeable area code. is an
area code in which the second digit is not 0 or 1. Numbering Plan Order, 11 FCC Red at 2593.

,,~ See Pacific Bell Further Comments at 34.

See Pacific Bell Comments at 19.

See Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12369.
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measures." WbiIe most LEes cunattly ale: able- to port munbers to otbel' service
providers using these metbods. they suffer from certain limitations that make- them
unsuitable for long-term m1mber portability. 42 RCF redin:cts calls to telephone numbers
tbat have been traDSferred by ¢W*'.iaUy placing a second telepboDe call to the new
netWork location. DID routes the second call over a- dedicatr:d facility to the new service
provider's switch, instead of traDSlating the dialed number to a new number.

20. In the Notice, we also discusseD thIee derivative IDeIbods of RCF aDd DID
(enhanced remote call forwarding, route index/portability bub. and 1mb routing with
A1N), all of which require routing incoming calls to the terminating switch identified by
the NPA-NXX code of the dialed phone number. Unlike RCF and DID, they use LEe
WJdem switches (Q aggregate calls (Q a particular competing service provider before those
calls are routed (Q that provider. <43 In addition, LECs in several stares reponedly are
providing Directory Number Route Indexing (DNRl), which fIrSt routes incoming calls to
the switch to which the NPA-NXX code was originally assigned. then routes poned calls
to the new service provider either through a direct trunlc or by attaching a pseudo NPA to
the number and using a tanctrm~ cJe;rk'ding- on availability. 404

C. Current State EIfOl1S

1. State Task Forces and Implementation

21. Parties to this proceeding rcpon that several states have established task
forces of industry participants or are otherwise beginning to investigate the developmem
and implementation of long-term number portability methods. Those states include:
Alabama. Arizona. California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois. Indiana,
Kansas, Maryland, Michigan. Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Oregon. Texas, Utah.
Virginia. Washington. Wisconsin. and Wyoming. Of these states, the task forces in
Colorado, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, and New York: have all selected AT&T's
Location Routing Number method for implementing service provider number portability
10 areas within their stares' bouDdari&:s.45 In addition. the state commissions of Colorado.

See id. at 12368-71; .mtm app. E.

See Notice, to FCC Red at 12370.

.... USTA Ex Pane Letter at 2. from Mary McDermott. to William Caton, FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116.
filed Apr. 4, 1996 (USTA April 4, 1996 Ex Parte Letter); see also infra app. E .

•~ Ameritech Ex Pane Presenwion at 5,30. CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 21, 1996 (Ameritech
February 21, 1996 Ex Pane Filing); AT&T Ex Pane Letter at 1, from R. Gerard Salemme. to Regina Keeney,
FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed Mar. 12, 1996 (AT&T March 12, 1996 Ex Pane Letter); AT&T Ex Pane
Presentation at 12, CC Docket No. 95-116, filed Feb. 6, 1996 (AT&T February 6, 1996 Ex Pane Filing); CA
Public Utilities Commission, California Local Number Ponability Task Force Repon, R.95-04-043 & I.95-04­
044, filed June 19, 1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116, at 1-4 (reI. Feb. 29, 1996) (CA LNP Task Force Repon);



Georgia. IlliDois, Maryland. New Yark. aDd Ohio have adopted the recommendation of
their staff aDd lUi: forces to implemeDl LRN.~ Parties to this proceeding assert.
moreover. tbal state task forces or CQIDIIrissioDs in otber states. such as lndiana,
Michigan. and Wisconsin, as well as in Canada, are nriJizing the results of the Illinois
task fOICe's efforts in the area of DIIIIIber ponability.47

22. Several states have set implementation schedules for the portability methods
they have selected. Switcll vendors have COIIIIDitb!:d to make available l.RN software to
carriers in Illinois in me second quarter of 19'T1. 41 Colorado. Illinois, and Georgia plan

Colorado Public Utilities Commission. Order AppmyiDI LocaIion ROllting NuwW as the Long Term DWhw
Solution to Loca1 N1U"PT Ponabjlity, Doc:Ut No. 96A-I96T. 312 (ret. May 31. 1996) (CO PUC LNP Order);
Georgia Public Servic:c Conunission. J...ocaj TeJepAlope Nnw" fonability UDder Section 2 of the
Telecomgmnicaliogs Competition and QevelopP!!l!' Act of 1m. Dc:Jcka No. 5840-U. flIed June 19. 1996 in
CC Docket No. 95-116. 31 5 (rei. Feb. 20. 1996); (GA PSC Portability Order); lllinoas ColDIIim:e
Commission. Joint petition for appmyal of Srim"!5jon ap4 Agrmmpr marinS [0 tbc i!!!I!lmpyrjgp of Lqcat
N"nrptw[ eonability. Order. ~o. 96-0089. at 24. (rei. Mar. 13. 1996) (ICC LNP Order). submitted in
Amentecb Funber COlDJDeDts at Anachment A: Public Service Commission of Maryland. CommISSion' S

[nvesngallon lnto Long-Term Solutions to Number Ponability in Maryland, Order. Case No. 8704 at [-3 (ret.
June 24. 1996) (MD PSC Ponability Order>; Michigan Public Service COlDJDlSslon. On the Commission's own
motion. to establish pennanent interconnection amyvrs;mm's between basic local e~cl!ange servIce proViders,
OplDlon and Order. Case No. U-10860. flied June 19.1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116. at 18-29. ~3-44

(adopted June 5. 1996) (MI PSC Interconnection Order); Stare of New York Depanment of Public Service.
Proceeding on Motion of the Commission to EX"PiPe Issues Related to the Continuing Provision of Umversal
Service and to Develop a Framework for the Tnmsition to Competition in the Local Exchange Market; Sluntv;r
Portabiliry Trial - Progress Reoon. Case 94-C~. at 2. Attacunent at 2 (reI. Jan. 23. 1996) (NY DPS
Ponability Trial Report). submitted in AT&T Ex Pane Praernation. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed Feb. 28.
1996 (AT&T February 28. 1996 Ex Pane Filing); CoJDPetition -- The Stale Experience. vol. 1, at 32. 86.
submitted as NARUC Ex Pane Filing at AnaclJment 1, CC Docket No. 95-116. filed Apr. 17, 1996 (NARUC
ApnJ 17. 1996 Ex Pane Filing); Ohio PUC Reply Comments at 2; Ohio Public Utilities COrIllIllSS10n.
Commission [nvestigation Relative to the Establj:d!IJJ!l!PI of Local Exchange COmpetition and Other Competitive
Issues, Finding aDd Order. Case No. 9S-845-TP-C0I. filed JUDe 19. [9% in CC Docket No. 95-116. at
sectIon XIV (ret. JUDe 12. 19%) (Ohio PUC CompeutioD Orderl; Time Warner Holdings Ex Parte Presenwion
at 5. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed Feb. 12. 1996 (Tl.DIC Warner Holdings February 12. 1996 Ex Pane Filing).

~ GA PSC Portability Order 31 5; CO PUC LNP Order at 2: ICC Ponability Order at 2-4; MD PSC
Portability Order at 1. 6. 8; NY DPS Ponability Trial Repon at 2; Ohio PUC Competition Order at
sectIon XIV.

Ameriteeh February 21. 1996 Ex Pane Filing at 5.

~ See Ameritecb February 21. 1996 Ex Pane FUing at 54; AT&T Funber Conunents 31 6; Lucent
Technologies Ex Pane Letter at I. from Carol Wilner. to Jeannie Suo FCC. CC Doclcet No. 95-116. filed
May 20. 1996 (Lucent May 20. 1996 Ex Pane Letter); Nonel Ex Pane Letter at 1-2. from Raymond L.
Strassburger. [0 Mindy Littell. FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116. filed May 29. 1996 (Nonel May 29. 1996 Ex
Pane Letter); Siemens Stromberg-Carlson Ex Pane Letter at I. from Terry Jennings. to Mindy Littell. FCC,
CC Docket No. 95-116. flied May 20. 1996 (Siemens May 20. 1996 Ex Pane Letter); Ericsson Ex Pane Letter
at 1. from David C. Jatlow. to WUliam F. Caton. FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116. flled May 21. 1996 (Ericsson
May 21. 1996 Ex Pane Letter). See also infra 1 71.
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[0 begin depioyiDg_ LRN in mid-1997. 49 New Yon: also expects. LRN [0 be generally
available for installation in that state in mid-I997, though deployment in cenain AT&T
switches is expected to begin earlier. so Maryland plans. to begin implementing LRN by
no later than the third quaner of 1997.51 According to NARUC. Colorado similarly
expects LRN availability in the second quarter of 1997 (but plans [0 monitor switch
vendor progress.aDd reevaluate this time frame in tbe third. quarter of 1996).52 Ohio will
use a LRN number portability workshop, to be established within 120 days of the
lSsuance of its JUDe 12. 1996 Order, to establish cbe time frame aDd manner of the
unplementation of LRN in Ohio.S3 Michigan bas ordered that implementation of long­
term number portability in Michigan stan at the same time that implementation begins in
Illinois.~ The IlliDDis aud MaryiaDd taK. forces are examining. various implemenration
issues. including a deployment schedule, cost recovery, billing aDd. rating, and service
management system (SMS) administration. ss The Illinois task force selected an SMS
provider in April 1996. S6 The Maryland and Colorado task forces have been planning to
release their requests for proposals for their SMS administrators in the second quaner of
1996. 57

•., Colorado Public Utilities Commission May 29, 1996 News Release. PUC Approves Long-Term
"'umber Portability Solution, filed June 19, 1996 (CO PUC May 29. [996 News Release); Amentech February
11, 1996 Ex Pane Filing at [2, 54; Time Warner Holdings February 12, 1996 Ex Pane Filing at 5: GA PSC
Portability Order at 5-7: AT&T Further CommentS at 4 n.5 . ..,

'0

'1

'3

'4

"'V DPS Ponability Trial Report at 4 .6.7. Attacbment at 2: AT&T Further Comments at 6 n.lO.

MD PSC Portability Order at 1.

'"ARUC April. 17. 1996 Ex Pane Filing at 32.

Ohio PUC Competition Order at section XIV

MI PSC Interconnection Order at 43.

55 AT&T February 6•. 1996 Ex Pane Praemation at 13; Staff of the Public Service COmmission of
Maryland. CommiWon's InvesD1IliOA inlO LoU Tc;m Soiutiops to Nutpber fonabUity in Maryland. SecoDd
Quanerly Repon of the Mvylp Nnro. Ponability Consonium. Case No. 8704. flied JUDe 19. 1996 in CC
Docket No. 95-116, at 6-23 (reI. Apr. 1996) (MD PSC Repon).

~6 Ameritech Ex Pane Presentation at 3, CC Docket No. 95-116, flled May 15. 1996 (Ameritech May 15,
1996 Ex Pane Filing); Time Warner Holdings February 12. 1996 Ex Parte Filing at 5.

'7 MD PSC Repon at app. 1 at 17; Colorado Public Utilities Commission May 9, 1996 News Release,
Task Force to Seek Bids for Number Portability Administrator, filed June 19, 1996 in CC Docket No. 95-116
(CO PUC May 9. 1996 News Release); CO PUC May 29, 1996 News Release.
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23. Two states have conducted or are coDducting number ponability trials. As
we described in the Notice, ten companies. working With the New York Department of
Public Service (NY DPS), joiDdy initiated two IIUJDber portability trials. one in Rochester
and anetber in ManbaJuan. 58 The companies origioally pJanned to test the LANP method
of Stratus Computers aDd US Inrelco in Rochester. but that trial was canceled. The
Manhattan trial. testiDg tbc CPC method. began in early February of this year. The New
York DPS. however. now considers CPC to be. at best. an interim method and bas
changed tbc trial's empbasis from the technical aspects of tbe med10d to the operational
and administrative aspectS of the intercompany procedures mat are required to change a
customer from ODe local exchange provider to another. 59 MCI. ODe of the original
proponents of cpc. no longer views CPC as a viable long-term method.60

24. A group of telecommunications service providers conducted a technical
trial of the LANP method in Seattle. Washington. during 1995. That trial ended in
December 1995. til 1be objective of the technical trial was to identify the technical.
operational. and administrative issues that arise when a telephone number is not
associated with a specific geographic location. Because the trial revealed certain
technical and operational difficulties with the LANP technology, the Washington £ask
force on number ponability declined to adopt LANP. The Washington Utilities and
Transportation Commission has not adopted LANP. and the companies involved in the
trial have ceased advocating LANP.

3. State Interim Measures

25. Carriers are providing interim ponability measures in a number of states.
either voluntarily or pursuant to state commission orders. According to NARUC and
I)ther panies to the proceeding, LECs are providing ReF. DID. and/or other comparable
J.ITa1lgements in Arizona. California. Colorado. Connecticut. Ronda. GeorgIa. IllinOiS.
Indiana. Iowa. Louisiana. Marvland. Massachusetts. Michigan. New York. Ohio.
OkJahoma. Oregon. PennsylVanIa. Tennessee. Texas. Virginia. Washington. Wisconsin.

S8 Notice, 10 FCC Red aI 12356 &. D.20. 12357. See allO NY DPS Ponability Trial Repon at 3-4.1bc
ten companies are: AT&T. Cellular OncJGeDesee TelepboDe Compay, LOCATE, MCI, MFS lnteleoet.
NYNEX, Rochester Telepboae, Sprint CommunicalioDs Company. Te1epon CotIlIIlUDications Group, aDd lUDe
Warner Communications.

59 NY DPS Ponability Trial Repon at 6-7.

See MCI Funher Comments at 3.

61 The participants included: US lntelco, Electric Lightwave Inc., US West. Stratus Computer. Telepon
Communications Group, GTE-INS. and ITN. Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12357 & 0.23.
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aud WyomiDg:CiZ According to- USTA~ Alabama.. aDd: Minnesota-are coosidering interim
portability requ.iremems, while North CamliDa- requires carriers to negotiare- interim
portability as part of their imeICODDeCtion agreemems.63

DL. REPORT AND ORDER

A. Importance of Senice Provider Number Portability

1. BackgroUDd.

26. In the Notice, we tenrativeiy concluded that number portability benefits
consumers of telecommunications services and would contribute to the development of
competition among alternative providers of local telephone and other telecommunications
services. t>4 With respect to service provider portability, we sought comment on the
effects that local number portability, or lack. tbcreof. would have on the local exchange
marketplace. Specifically, we sought comment on the value consumers place on their
telephone numbers, the deterrent effect that a lack of number portability would have on
consumer decisions to change service providers. and any resultant effect on competition
between incumbent local service providers and new competitors in local markets. 65

2. Discussion

27. Since we adopted the Notice, Congress passed the 1996 Act, which
requires all LEes to "provide. to the extent technically feasible. number portability in
accordance with requirements prescribed by the Commission. "06 The 1996 Act defines
number portability as "the ability of users of telecommunications services [0 retain. at the
same location. existing telecommunications numbers Without impainnent of quality,
reliability, or convenience when swirching from one telecommunications carrier co

02 NARUC April 17. 1996 Ex Pane Filing 314,29.59,72.74.77,86.100.114,118.130.135.139;
USTA Ex Pane Leuer 31~. from Mary McDermon. [0 William Caron. FCC. CC Docket No. 95-116, fIled
Mar. 25, 1996 (USTA March 2.5. 1996 Ex Parte Lcner). see also Amcriteeh February 21. 1996 Ex Pane
Filing at 23; Texas PUC Comments at 4.

USTA March 25, 1996 Ex Parte Lener at 2.

Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12358-61.

!!L. at 12358.

47 V.S.c. § 251(b)(2).
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amtber: "61 Ac:corcliDIIY-. we hereby·modify our proposed definition of number portability
to conform to tile stIIIIIDrY defiDitiou of IIIIDlber portability and~ tbat the statutory
definition of this term is synonymous with the Notice's definition of "service provider
portability. "ll8

28. Although some incumbent LEes assen that local exchange market
competition will develop without number ponability. cr9 the record developed in this
proceeding confmns the congressional findings that number portability is essential to
meaningful competition in die provision of local excbange services. 70 Several state
commissions have also recognized the significant role that mmlber ponability will play in
the development of local exchange competition. -1 We. therefore. affirm our tentative
conclusion that munber portability provides consumers flexibility in me way they use
their telecommunications services and promotes the development of competition among
alternative providers of telephone and other telecommunications services.

29. We note that several studies described in the record demonstrate the
reluctance of both busiDess and residemial customers to switch carriers if they must
change numbers. For example. MCI bas stated that. based on a nationwide Gallup
survey, 83 percent of business customers and 80 percent of residential customers would
be Unlikely to change local service providers if they had to change their telephone
numbers. -2 Time Warner Holdings states that consumers are 40 percent less likely to
change service providers if a number change is required. 73 Citizens Utilities notes that
approximately 85 percent of the discussions that its subsidiary, EU, has WIth potential
customers about switching providers end when those potential customers learn that they
must change their telephone numbers. 74 The study commissioned by Pacific Bell

07 .!7 U.S.c. § 153(30).

For description of service aod location number ponabilitv. see mira " 172. 174.

PacIfic BeU COllllDeDts at 6: NYNEX Reply Comments at 11·12; USTA Comments at I

'0 See, e.g., ALTS Comments at 2-6: Missoun PSC Comments at 2-3: Michigan PSC Staff Rcply
Comments at 4: NARUC Comments at 4: NCTA Comments at 4-5: Ohio PUC Comments at 3: CompTel
COIDDJenlS ax I, 3-4.

-, See supra "21-22. For instaDce. the New York DPS, in ilS recent Order adopting LRN, determined
thaI number ponability is essential to the development of vigorous local telephone service competition. ~ NY
DPS Ponability Trial Repon at 2. See also Florida PSC Comments at 1. 4: Maryland PSC Rcply Comments at
2; Pennsylvania PUC RepJy Comments at 2.

MCI Comments at 2-3. See also Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12358: MFS Comments at 2-3, app. A.

Time Warner Holdings Comments at 6.

Citizens Utilities Comments at 3-4.
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concludes that, witbout portability, new entrants wouid be forced to discount their local
exchange service aDd other competing offerings by at least 12 percent below the
incumbeDt LEes' prices in order to induce customers to switch carriers due to customers'
resistance to changing numbers. 7S

30. The ability of end users to retain their telephone numbers when changing
service providers gives customers flexibility in the quality, price. and variety of
telecommunications services they can choose to purchase. Number ponability promotes
competition between telecolllJDUDications service providers by, among other things.
allowing cusromers to respond to price and service cbmges without changing their
telephone numbers. The resulting competition will benefit all users of
telecommunications services. Imeed• competition shouJd foster lower local telephone
prices and, consequemly, stimulate demand for telecommunications services and increase
economic growth.

31. Conversely, the record demonstrates that a lack of number portability
Likely would deter emry by competitive providers of local service because of the value
customers place on reajning their telephone numbers. '6 Business customers, in
particular, may be reluctant to incur the administrative. mariceting, and goodwill costs
associated with changing telephone numbers. As indicated above. several studies show
[bat customers are reluctant to switch carriers if they are required to change telephone
numbers.;; To the extent that customers are reluctant to change service providers due to
the absence of number portability, demand for services provided by new entrants will be
depressed. This could well discourage enrry by new service providers and thereby
frustrate the pro-competitive goals of the 1996 Act.

B. The Commission's Role

1. Background

32. In the Notice, we tentatively concluded that the Commission has a
significant interest in promoting the nationwide availability of number portability due to
its impact on interstate telecommunications. 78 We based this interest on four grounds:

-5 See. e.g., MCI COllUDCDts at 3 n.3: MFS Reply COIlllDCDts at 1-2; Pacific Bell COIDJDeDts at 3-4, 6-8:
TRA Reply Conunc:nts at 3-4.

'6 See. e.g., Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12358-59; Cablevision Lightpath Reply Comments at 4; Maryland
PSC Reply Comments at 2; Ommpomt Comments at 1-3.

See supra 1 29.

Notice, 10 FCC Red at 12361-62.
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(1) our obligation to"promote all efficiem aDd fair telecommunications system;19 (2) the
inability to separatt: tile impact of IDIIIIber ponabiIity betwe:n iDttastate aDd interstate
telecomnmDicario1lS;lD- (3) the likdy adverse impact deploying diffaent munber portability
solutions across the country would have on the provision of interstate telecommunications
services;81 aDd (4) the impact that l1UIDber ponability could have on the use of the
numberiDg resource,a that is, eusuring" tbat the use of munbers is efficient and does not
conttibute to area code exhaust.

33. In the 1996 Act. Congress expressly assigned to the Commission exclusive
jurisdiction over that portion of the NANP that pertains to the United States. ll3

Moreover. Congress directed the Commission to prescribe regulations for LEC provision
of number portability: section 2S1(b)(2) requires carriers "to provide, to the extent
technically feasible. number portability in accordance with me requirements prescribed by
the Commission."84

2. Positions of tile Parties

34. Prior to passage of the 1996 Act. some LECs assened that the Commission
should neither adopt. nor direct the adoption of. number ponability without perfonning a
thorough cost/benefit analysis. &S Most parties. however. now agree that the 1996 Act
clearly directs this Commission to implement long-term number ponability. 86 Moreover.
some panies contend that this mandate reflects the fact that Congress has weighed the

":<l See 47 U.S.c. § 151 (requiring the Commission to make available to all people of the United States "a
rapid. efficient. Nation-wide. and world-wide Wire and radio communication service"); 47 U.S.c. § 202
(reqUiring that the charges. practices. classifications. regulations. facilities. and services of common earners not
be unreasonably discnmmatory)

'lonce, 10 FCC Red at 12361 & n.34.

rd. at 12363.

rd. at 12361-62.

83 See 47 U.S.C. § 25l(e)(l).

47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2).

as Bell Atlantic Comments at 18-19: NYNEX Comments at 15-16; NYNEX Reply Comments at 14; SBC
Communications CODlnW:tUS at 10.

Il6 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic Funber Comments at 2; NCTA Funber Comments at 2; Omnipoint Funber
Comments at 2. See also BellSouth Funber Comments at 4 (Act represents congressional declaration of
Commission's exclusive occupation of regulatory field of number resources); MFS Funber Comments at 2. 8-9
(section 25l(e)(l) gives Commission exclusive jurisdiction over number ponability issues. but allows
Commission to delegate that authority to states).
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